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Remarks 

Cjaim Rejection - SS USC S 102 
The Examiner's detailed analysis is appreciated. 

As the Examiner tes noted, the feature of "csausing a communications applic^lon, 
appropriate to the manner of communications specified within the mle, to open at an 
initiating party devjce" was not claimed. This feature had been intended to be 
included in cteims 1 and 16. 

Accordingly, the newly submitted amended claims include this limitation in daim 16 
and an equivalent limitation in system claim 1. Since this limitation was 
foreshadowed and argued in the previous response, it is submitted that the inclusion 
of these amendments does not raise new issues. 

As noted in the previous response, Thro does not cfisctose the execution of a 
communications application on the initiating party's device as a result of initiating 
communication. Accordingly, the rejecfion of claims 1 and 16 as being anticipated by 
Thro is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 30 has been cancelled and the Examiner's comments are therefore moot. 

In connection with daim 31 , as noted in the previous response on page 9, Thro does 
not disclose an originating party having access to details held within the database. 
Thus Thro does not disclose "at least one nile included In each entry, specifying 
which details for the entry may be disclosed to an initiating party.*. 

For at least this reason the anticipation rejection of claim 31 is respectfully traversed. 

The anticipation rejection of dependent claims 2, 10-14, 17-20. 23-27 are also 
traversed since these claims are not anfldpated by Thro at least by virtue of their 
dependencies. 

Claims Rejections - 35 USC 6 103 



9(3 264 9119 T-413 P. 009/013 r-034 

-6- Art Unit: 2167 



PAGE 9I10'RCVDAT1/M005 9:54:35 AM [Eastern St« 



05-Jan-O5 09: Main Frcm-Steubing.McGuiness I Manaras LLP 
Serial No. 097852995 



9(3 264 9119 
-7- 



T-413 ?. 010/010 F- 
Aft Unit: 2167 



it is noted that all the claims rejecied under this heading depend either from claim 1 
or claim 16. As noted above. Thro fails to disclose the feature of opening a 
communications application automatically on an iniUating party device. Accordingly 
the combination of Thro and Swartz fail to disdose all the claimed features of the 
claims as amended. 

It will be noted that there is no suggestion in Thro or Swaitz that this convenient 
automatic opening of the communications applicafion may be achieved. In neither 
document Is It clear for example what happens if a communication is requested by 
emaiL The Examiner has noted that In Figure 2 an email communication Is 
suggested in Table 80. However, Thro does not make It clear how this may be 
achieved. Presumably the system of Thro somehow communicates back to an 
originating person that email communication is the only acceptable type of 
communication. Presumably also therefore the user is then lefl to manually open a 
suitable email appltoation to prepare and send an email. Thro is concerned entirely 
with prioritising calls and repeatedly discusses a •priority matrix". The details of how 
such calls may be handled by the initiating device Is entirely absent. 

For at least the above reasons the obviousness rejection of claims 1 and 16 is 
respectfully traversed. For similar reasons, the obviousness rejecfion of the 
dependent claims is also respectfully traversed. 

Respectfully Submitted. 
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